fpard of Suprrvisors BRAD MITZELFELT
Eounty of San Bernardiun SUPERVISOR, FIRSTDISTRET

RRR000673

January 9, 2008

Dr. Jane Summerson

Mr. Lee Bishop

EIS Office

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy

1551 Hilishire Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89134

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT FOR A GEOLOGIC REPOSITORY FOR THE DISPOSAL OF SPENT
NUCLEAR FUEL AND HIGH-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE AT YUCCA
MOUNTAIN, NYE COUNTY, NEVADA

Dear Dr. Summerson and Mr. Bishop:

‘ E_am writing to reiterate San Bernardino County’s opposition to this projectjand @ereby 2.
Gantinstob resubmit our letter of February 23, 2000, regarding the original Draft Environmental Impact
Yelew> Statement (EIS). JOur continuing concem is for the safety of the citizens and the environment,] 1 Conh axrasd,
3 Ehe County further reaffirms its concem regarding costs and liability in the event of an accident.]

q E]‘he discussion of specific routes and the potential impacts of a release remain inadequateian &
Bemardino County is the hub of major freeways, including Interstate 15, and both Union Pacific
and BNSF Railway lines. The county shares a boundary with Nevada. A high percentage of this
material will be transported through San Bemardino County. The decision to go with “mostly
rail” means our county will still be affected. Interstate 15 and the UP and BNSF lines run
through the Cajon Pass immediately north of San Bemardino, which has been closed repeatedly
over the years due to wildfires, train accidents and extreme weather. Additionally, the San
Andreas Fault bisects the Cajon Pass. The closure of Interstate 15 in the event of an incident
would be environmentally and economically devastating to a large region.J
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(0 E‘Ne remain concerned that adequate funding to train and equip first-responders will be provided_.]

If you have further concerns or questions, please contact Andrew Silva of my staff at (909) 387-
4830, or you may contact Julie Rynerson Rock, Director of Land Use Services at 909-387-4141.

Sincerely,

B AR
=

Brad Mitzelfelt
Supervisor, First District

cc: Julie Rynerson Rock, Director, Land Use Services Department
Randy Scott, Deputy Director, Advance Planning

Attachment: February 23, 2000 letter
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- Board af «;%upgrﬁiznrz. JOND. MIKELS
Eaunty of San Bernarding Chairman

Supervisor, Second District

Febrmary 23, 2000

Wendy R. Dixon, EIS'Project Manager-

Yucea Mountain Site Characterization Office
Office of Civiliap Radicactive Waste Management
U.S. Departmient of Energy

P.0. Box 30307, M/S 040

North Las Vegas, NV'89036-0307

RE: COMMENTIS ON THE.DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR A GEOLOGIC REPOSITORY FOR THE DISPOSAL OF SPENT
NUCLEAR FUEL AND HIGH-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE AT YUCCA
MOUNTAIN, NYE COUNTY, NEVADA

Dear Ms. Dixon:

The County of San Bemiardino has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 2
Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste
at Yucca Mountain, Nye. County, Nevada (hereafter referred 10 as the Yucca Mountain Project).
The following: comments represenit the County’s position on the proposed project. General
comments are cited below and specific commenits are inclodéd in an enclesed attachment.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The County of San Bemmardino (County) is. offended thdt the Federal Gevernment attempted to
ignore the involvement of local government by (ailing to.inform 2}l affected loeal jurisdictions in
the State of Culiforria. The serfous implications mvolved with siting a facility of this magnitide
in clase proximity to our county warrants a betier cilin to identify and involve locsl government
in California just es the U. S. Department of Luergy (DOE) did in Nevada. San Bemardino
County officials are very concerned with the potciitial for transpoiting. significant quanm:cs of
high-level radioactive waste through our county. Wi ure aware of special invalvernent that has
been extended fo the County of Inyo, which we beliese to be appropriate given the proximity of
the proposcd facility to that cotinty. However. we tind it inappropriate and unacceptable that the
DOE failed to even notify the-County of San Bemardmo of the availability of the EIS. A review
of :‘Appendix D: Distribution List. confirmed that no Jocal entity in Califomia, other that the
County of Inyo, was officially provided with a-copy of the EIS. :

In spite of thése unfortunate circumstincés, the County appreciates the two week extension of
the comimicnt perfod and. the additional public hiearing scheduled locally in San Bemardino.

The County Béard of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 7000:10 on January 1L, 2000
indicatiog the Coimty’s concern with the project and requesting that th*q"DOE Provadc" thﬁ U

L IR

San Rernardine County Govérnment Cénter » 385 North Arrowhead Aveoue; Fifib Eloor + San Bernardino, Ck B 5i12:0816204809) 3s7.4833
Ruritho Cutimonga-District Office « Foothill Copimusities Law and Justice Center + 8303 Haven Avente - Rancho Ciramongs, CA 91730 - (509) 9454297

\;D



JAN.

10,2008 09:44 5053873223 SBCO ADVANCE PLANNING %2862 B.
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jurisdiction with a public hearing to bemér inform the citizenry &nd public officials of the
potentizl impacts to the County of San: Bemardine. This. resolution-was sent to U. S, Senators
Feinstein and Boxer, U.:S. Cornigressmer Lewis, Ba¢a-and Miller (copy enclosed).

ISSUES OF CONCERN

We are particularly concerned with the wansport of high-level nuclear waste and spent nuclear
fueél through the County. of San Bemnardino. Due to the sizé of oir county, cornsiderable travel
distance through our jurisdiction appears to be a Tikely result: of implementing the Yucca
Mountatn. Project. The potential for release of hi gh-leval radiocective rivateridls through accidents
or deliberate acts of sabotage ate of grave concern fo this Board. The implications ate far
reaching and are only minimally addressed in the EIS.

I want 10 stress that the Board of Supervisors is opposed to the transport of high-level
radioactive wastés through San Bernardino County duets the potential harm that tould
result to our citizens and our environment. Additionally, the Board is very concerned. with
the potential liability and cests that the County could incur in the event of an accident or ar
gction of sabotage that would result in the clean-ip and remediation of radioactive
materials release.

Again,we appreciate your ageney praviding this; Junsdictmn ‘with a public-hearing on this project
so that the County’s citizens and officials can be ddequately: informed of the potential impacts to
our county from the Yucca Mountain Project: ‘Should you have-any -questions regarding these
comments, please fecl free to contact me, Randy Scott, Planning Manager with the Land Use
Services Départment at the address above or by teléphone at 909-387-4147 or Petex Brictty, with
the Hazazdous Materials Division, County Fire Departrient, -also at the same address or by phone
at 909-387-3200.

"

JON D. MIKELS, Chatrmiat

Attachments
cc: Board of Supervisors
Plaoning’ *Commission:

William H. Randolph, County Adminismative {Xliccr

Alan X_Marks, County Counsel

John Goss, Assistant- Caunty Administeater for Economic Developmient 2ad Public Services
Peter Brierty, Division Chief, Hazardous Materiafs Division, County Fire: Deparmment
Randy Scer, Planning Manager, Planning Division. Land Use Services Department

i
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AT !UCCA MOUNTAIN, NEVADA

Introduction: The County of San Bernardino is partieularly concemed with the trans"pot‘tat"i'cn
of radioactive waste thromgh this jurisdiction to the Yucca Mountain Project site as a result of
establishing the repository. Because the Counfy was either sent 2 copy-of the EIS nor informed
ofits ava:labxlxty by DOE, Cotinity elected officials and staff have Had otily limited time to obtain
and review the EIS. The County leamed of the EIS through the local news media ‘and only
obtained a copy-of the document in mid-Jarivary. The County, however, does appreciate the:two
week extension of the.comiment period and the additional public hearing scheduled locally.

Based our review to date, the County is very disappointed in the cursory treatment of
transportation impacts associated with the project, specifically shose -applicable to areds outside
the Statz of Nevada. We feel very strongly that any Informed decision with regards. 1o
establishing a Jong-term high-level radicactive disposal, site must include a.détailed analysis of
specific routing of radioactive waste transporters: Such an analysis must inghide consideration of
vehicle accidents and/pr deliberate sabotage and the potential for resultart release of radioactive
miterial considering the factors relevant to. regional conditions that may affect the safety: of
radioactive wiste transportation. The County finds the EIS to be funidamentally flawed and
inadequate due to the failure to provide detailed examination of potential impacts to. Tocal
communities from the' Mque factors associated with the transport of spent niclear fuel and high-
level radicactive Wwaste in Southers Califorrita. The document fails to récognize tratisportation
characteristics in this region that may affect the safé transport of this very dangerous waste.
Physical environmental. elements sich as earthquakes, wildfites, varying climatic conditions (i.e.
snow and ice in the mountaiis during wirter, very- strong winds in the mountain passes and
desert during fall-and winter and extreémely high anibient temperatures in the simmier) as well as
the notorious Jevels of traffic congestion in the Lo Angeles basin add to-the degree of risk in
ground transportation that appears 16 be ignored in the assessment..

We may also have additional concérns with 6ther potential fmpacts to résidents and visitors of
San Bemardino County such: as potential ‘groundwater contamination, air contaminatien, etc.
However, with the limited time that we have had to review the dociiment, we have concentrated
on the maost critical issue at hand.

: Action”™:  The County believes that the description of the Proposed
Action is mcomplete due to the minimal andlysis of transportation. impacts that may result: from
implementation of the project. The description .(page 2-2) includes the statement that “The
Proposed Action would requife surface and subsutface facilities and operations for the receipt,
packaging, and emplacerment of spent iniclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste (see’ Section
2.1.2) and transportation of these materials to. the repositpry (See Section 2.1.3).” [Emphasis
added], The EIS, however, is $ubstantially deficient iri providing 2 complete and accurate
description of the regional and local transportation. foutes and ‘associated. regional and local
environmental setting

SBCO ADVANCE PLANNING $2862 2.
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" SPECIFIC COMMENTS ~ YUCCA MOUNTAIN
Page 2

. ‘ ; > The general approach to. evaluating the
transpmtatlon of radloacth waste to Yiieea Mmmtam which js reflected in the label of
“National Transportation Scenarios”, is wholly inadequate. The strategy of the document is to
ise very generic consideration of o general forms of transportation modes. namely, truck and
rail {page 2-9). This strategy is 2 breach of good-faith disclosure of the true impacts- associated
with implementing a project of this magnitude.

Section 2.1.3.2, “National Transportation™; The two page narrative description and two. figures
on pages 2-40 through 2-43 is remarkably iricomplete for a project of this size and scope. The
opening, sentence of the. sub-section indicatés that the nationial transportation includes the use of
existing highways and railroads and refers to. Figures 2-26 and 2-27, respectively (pages 2-41 and
2.42). These two figures are 2 dépiction of a map of the entire United States on 2 6-1/2 by 9 inch
graphic with commercial and DOE sites’ denoted with conmecting lines indicating the U.S.
Interstate: Highway Systemn and the U.S. railroad system respectively. This is as much detail as is
given the entire:document in termis of route delineation. The only further-clarification of unique
route characteristies is provide in Appendix T (page.J-26) which provides a “Rural®, “Suburban®
and “Urban™ classification to the number of miles. from pomts. of origin to Yucca Mountain.
However, neither the Appendix nor the text of the RIS idenitifies specific routes in spite of the
fatt that this information must have been used to dévelop the travel distances displayed in Table
J-11, Appendix J (page I-26). The routing process was conducted through the use of 2 computer
model with norie of the variables and assumptions displayed that are built info the model.. No
public disclosure of this“information is provided, so independent verification is impossible to
perform.

Section 2.1.3.2 of the EIS first acknowledges that the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (Section 130 (c))
requires DOE to provide technical and financial assistance to stafes and fribes for training public
safety officials in jurisdictions through whiek plans to transport spent nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste (page 2-40). In Section 6.2.4.2, Transportation Accident Scenarios, (page 6-
30) the -documents clarifies that Section 180 (c) also provides for “technical assistance -ard
funding” to “locsl... public officials”. This inconsistency is confusing. Please clarify whether
local assistance is mandated by law. If, in fact; local assistance is available, please consider this
response letter as the County’s request to be provided with this-assistance; including funding,

' This section discloses.
that approximately 50,000 sh:pments of waste would be made via the National Interstate
Highway System by mostly legal-weight trucks duting a 24-year period. According to Figure J-
10, Appendix J (page J-85), 6,250 truck.shipments would enter Nevada af the California
stateline. This calculates to 12.5% of all expected deliveries. of waste natién-wide toYucca
Mountain to be shipped through San Bemnardino County during: the 24-year opérational period of
the facility. This proportion of radicactive waste transport within eur Courty is 4 Very serious
concem. Based on additional information provided by DOE at the public hearing in- San
Bernardino regarding the transport routing raap for California, this number may be even higher.

.007 /C0S
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: This section discloses ‘that approximately
11, 000 ShlpmeniS of waste ‘would be made via the U.S. rail system. during a 24-year period.

According to Figure J-11, Appendix J (page J-86), 1,337 rail shipsients would enter Nevada at
the California stateline. This calculates to-16.7% of all expected deliveries of waste nation-wide
to Yucca Mountain to be shipped by rail through. San Béernardino County during the 24-year
operational period of the facility. This proportion of radioactive waste transported by rail within:
our County is also of very great concem. Based on additional information previded by DOE at
the public hearing in San Bemardino regarding the transpoit: routing map for California, this
riumber may be even higher. '

concurs that federal hxghway U.S. 127 should not be consxdcred for heavy-haul trucks. The
County also believes that regular track haul under the “mostly legal-weight truck shipping”
should net be considered for this narrow; winding highway that has ipoor alignument and steep
grades that make the road generally unsuitable for cominercial hauling of high-level radioactive
matenial. Considerable recreational travel occurs on this road due'to its providing primary access
to Death Valley National Park from the south. Slow moving recreationsl vehicles are well-
known locally as a traffic hazard.on thisroute. This section of hifglrway is rernote and emergency
Tesponse units are limited in number aud sufficiently. distarit from someroad portions adding to
the complexity of spill containment and cleanup should an accident occur.- Furthermore, the
County suggests that U.S. 95 is a route of inajor concem due to some of the-same characteristics
as U.S. 127. The use-of U.8. 95 will require additional assessiiient on the part of the County of
Sau Bemardine and Caltrans (California Department of Transportation).

Section 6, “Environmental Impacts of Transportation™:  As stated above, the County believes
that the approach, selected by DOE to amalyze the transportafion. impacts that. thay result from
implernentation of this project is inappropdately general and fails to disclose the true the level of
potential 1mpact The document acknowledges that the analysis bmly-contains. information on
comparanve impacts of frick and rail tfansporttiofi on a national cale with more specific
analysis in the state of Nevada, The docanient further states that “Although it is'uncertain.atthis
timé when DOE would miake any transponallon-rclated decisions, DOE believes that the EIS
provides the informatién mecessary to ‘inake decisions regarding the basic approaches’ (for
example, mostly rail or mostly truck’ shipments), as well as the clioice among altemative
transportation comidors” [within the state of Nevada, sic]. The County finds this approach
completely -unacceptable due to ‘the fact thai impacts of hauling radioactive waste to Yucca
Mountain js undeniably critical to states.and loeal jurisdictions and should weigh heavily in:any
decision to site the repository from a nafional perspective. The generic treatraent of
transportation impacts in the EIS serves to minimize the potential impacts. at 2 regional 2nd:local
level and distorts the conclusions accordingly.

Section 6 relies on the analysis presented in Appendix J. In spite of providing some paraméters
that are related to 2 more regional-based impact assesstment, the -analysis is truncated .and
incomplete in providing data that can be iridependently verified. For example, four commiércial
sites in California are identified in the EIS, both in Section 6 and Appendix J, as sources of

SBCO ADVANCE PLANNING #2862 P.C



" SPECIFIC:COMMENTS — YUCCA MOUNTAIN

Pagc 4

radioactive waste requiring disposal, specifically San Onofre, Digblo Canyon, Ranche Seco and
Humboldt Bay. Tables J-11 and J-12, Appendix J (pages J-26 and J-28) provide highway and
rail distances, respectively, ffom commercial and DOE sites to Yuceda Mountain. Yet, the
analysis does not identify the specific routes of travel and therefore thé distances ¢cannot be
verified by the reader. The routing is of particular coficern to this -County, but the document
leaves the reader to speculate exactly which reutes will be used to transport-the radiosctive waste
to Nevada.

Furthermore, the analysis in Appendix J apipears to.contain factual €rfors of misrepresentations.

For example, it can be calcylated from Table J-5 (page.J-16) that 1667 truck shipments from all
four Califorrita: conimercial sites would take place during the 24-year operationial period.

However, when referring to Figure T-10 (page J-85) a small notation indicates that 6,250 truck
shipments will enter Nevada on I-15 from California. Where do the extra 4583 truck shiprments
come from? Likewise, it can be calculated fromi-Table J-6 (page J-18) thit 408 rail shipments
from 2l four California commercial sites would take place during the 24-yedr operational period.
However, when referring to Figure J-11(page J-86) & small riotation indicates that 1,837 rail
shiproents will enter Jean, Nevada fromw California. Where do the extra 1429 rail shipments comme
from?

Further independent calculations iising data presented in Table J-5, Appendix J, done:by: County
staff raises additional concerns about the disproportioriate; anfount of nuclear waste that may be
shipped through §an Bemardine Courity from the State of California. It appears that 90% of all
nuclear wastes shipments by truck from Culifornia ‘will pass throngh' San Bemardino County
(includes all of San Onofre and Diablo Cariyon). Likewise; it appears that usiug data presented
in Table-J-6, Appendix J, that 84% of all rail shipments from Califoriiia will pass through San
Bémardino County. However, based on additional information provided by DOE at the public
hearing in San Bémardino regatding the transport routing map for California, the County is
concemned that 100% of the waste transport could pass throtigh our County.

Based on the compared analysis on a national scale; it appears that 7ziil shipment of nuciear waste
1s superior-te thdt of truck. Accident rates are lower and the risk of radiological contaminatiofi te
bofh human and ¢cological receptors is lower-for rail shipment. While not highlighted in the text
of the EIS, the observations displayed in Section J.2.2 (page J-82) support the use of “dedicated
trains” over gerieral freight service for enhanced operational and safety advantages. The Comnty
supports further defailed examination 6f dedicated rail shipments should this project proceed to
the next level of analysis in spite of our overall objections.

SBCO ADVANCE PLANNING 2862 ©.C0S /Q0CS
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San Bernardino County

Board of Supervisors

385 North Arrowhead A venue, Fifth Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0110
Tel.: (909) 387-4830

FAX MESSAGE _ COVER SHEET _

DATE: January 10, 2008

TO: Dr. Jane Summerson & Mr. Lee Bishop
FAX NUMBER: 800.967.0739
SUBJECT: YUCCA MOUNTAIN DRAFT SEIS

NUMBER OF PAGES (including this cover sheet): 9

It you experience any problems in receiving this information, please contact this office.
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